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We discuss the behaviour of cooperative effects in the emitted light from a system of two nitrogen-
vacancy (NV) centers confined in a nanopillar having dimensions close to the wavelength of the

excitation pump. We experimentally observe a g(2)(0) > 0.5 → 1 for the coupled emitter system
and a drastic decrease in the singlet and triplet lifetimes by a factor of ≈ 6, indicating an interaction
between the two emitters, which indicates superradiant behaviour. We theoretically study the
dissipative dynamics of the interaction of the emitter system with the excitation light at a finite
temperature for three cases (single emitter, two emitters with and without dipole-dipole coupling)
by solving the Lindblad master equation and providing an analytical expression for the second-order
correlation function. We observe that from the master equation, the populations and coherences
mix for the two emitters’ cases. Through this, we support our experimental results and discuss
superradiance from our system. Finally, we discover a reliable quantum random number generation
rate of ∼ 200 kHz from the coupled emitter system, at low pump powers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The emerging field of quantum technologies has cre-
ated a requirement for building single photon sources,
useful for secure quantum key distribution [1] and quan-
tum random number generation [2]. Further, random
numbers are required for key generation in quantum
cryptography. Generally, classical methods of producing
random numbers produce pseudorandom numbers using
algorithms [3]. However, the inherent randomness of a
quantum system can be used to generate truly random
numbers [4, 5]. This has been demonstrated in various
ways [6–11], one of which involves single photon detec-
tion [2, 12–14]. When a stream of single photons is in-
putted to a symmetric beam-splitter, each photon gets
randomly transmitted or reflected, randomness entropy
is obtained from the ”which-path” principle of the pho-
ton [15, 16].

Single photon sources should ideally be able to pro-
duce a stream of single photons on-demand [17]. On-
demand single photon emission from several platforms
such as quantum dots [18] and single molecules [19] have
been tested but each has certain challenges [20]. Emitters
such as single defects in solid-state systems have emerged
as promising candidates for generating controllable and
photostable single photon emitters, which can operate
from cryogenic to room temperatures [21]. Among vari-
ous solid-state emitters, negatively-charged nitrogen va-
cancy (NV) centers in diamond have shown a lot of poten-
tial in the development of scalable single photon sources
due to their distinct optical [22–24] and spin [25, 26]
properties which can be manipulated as their energy-level
structure is known.

In general, as diamond has a high refractive index

of 2.41, the efficient extraction of single photons from
NV centers embedded in bulk diamond is challenging.
This problem can be overcome by embedding the NV
centers in nanostructures constructed out of diamond,
such as nanopillars [27–29], photonic crystals [30, 31] and
whispering-gallery-mode (WGM) disk resonators [32].
An emitter embedded in such structures shows enhanced
emission brightness, by the Purcell effect [33], which is
an important requirement for single photon sources use-
ful for technologies [20, 21]. Now, the signature of sin-
gle photon emission is the observation of antibunching in
the second-order coherence (g(2)(τ)) function, which can
be measured by performing the Hanbury Brown Twiss
(HBT) experiment [34]. From the nature and quantita-
tive properties of g(2)(τ), vital information can be ex-
tracted such as the emitter’s energy level structure [35].
Further, the radiative lifetime of these emitters provides
a measure of the rate of photon generation from the single
photon source.

The antibunching dip g(2)(0) is < 0.5 for single pho-
ton emitters (experimental bound) and > 0.5 for multiple
emitters (general case) [36, 37]. Theoretically, for n non-
interacting emitters with equal brightness g(2) = 1 − 1

n ,

thus for n = 2, g(2)(0) = 0.5 [38]. However, for two inter-
acting emitters, when the emitters are placed closer than
the wavelength of light, the functional form of g(2)(τ) can
change due to the splitting of energy levels.

Here, we report the behaviour of the second-order cor-
relation function for two solid-state emitters (namely,
nitrogen-vacancy - NV centers in diamond) confined in
a small volume (<< wavelength of the optical excita-
tion). We study the dissipative dynamics of the system
to describe the reduction of lifetimes and discuss the pos-
sibility of superradiance (a collective phenomenon arising
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from indistinguishable quantum emitters w.r.t to the op-
tical field [39, 40]) from the system. We solve the Lind-
blad master equation for three cases: single NV center,
two non-interacting NV centers and two interacting NV
centers via dipole-dipole coupling. We experimentally
verify the behaviour of the second-order correlation func-
tion for two NV center in an optical cavity, exhibiting co-
operative effects (superradiance). Finally, we discuss the
entropy of quantum random number generators using the
coupled emitter system and compare it with single emit-
ters.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

A. Nitrogen Vacancy (NV) centers

We consider the negatively charged nitrogen vacancy
(NV−) centers in diamond (schematically shown in Fig. 1
(a)). In the tight-binding model, it consists of 6 valence
electrons that can be described by 2-hole wavefunctions.
First, we derive the one-hole wavefunctions for the sys-
tem. The vacancy results in the appearance of four
dangling orbitals - three from carbons and one from ni-
trogen, each being the lowest-energy solution of a single-
electron Schrödinger equation with a potential from nu-
clei and bonded electrons - unknown but satisfying the
C3 symmetry of the defect. Let us denote these 3 carbon
orbitals and one nitrogen orbital as σ1, σ2, σ3 and σN ,
respectively.

In the tight-binding model, the electron system of the
diamond crystal is described by the sum of covalent inter-
actions between valence electrons of 2 nearest neighbour
atoms. In the presence of defects with vacancies, the ab-
sence of a carbon ion will lead to the interaction between
the electron from the substitutional atom and the ion via
Coulomb interaction. The single-hole Hamiltonian takes
in the {σ1, σ2, σ3, σN} basis a most general form allowed
by the symmetry of the defect [41]:

V = VN |σN ⟩⟨σN |+
∑
i

{VC |σi⟩⟨σi|+ (hN |σi⟩⟨σN |+ h.c.)}

+
∑
i>j

hC |σi⟩⟨σj |+ h.c. (1)

=

VC hC hC hN

hC VC hC hN

hC hC VC hN

h∗
N h∗

N h∗
N VN

 (2)

where VC is the Coulomb interaction of the carbon orbital
at site i. hC is the expectation value of the interaction
between σi and σi+1. hN is the interaction between σi

and σN . hN is the interaction between σN and σi.

Now considering the 3 × 3 upper block of the matrix
in Eq. 2, we have:

V3×3 =

VC hC hC

hC VC hC

hC hC VC

 = (VC − hC)I + 3hCP (3)

where I,P are the 3× 3 identity and projection matri-
ces. P = 3( 131

T1), where 1 are matrices of ones. The
eigenvalues of (VC − hC)I and 3hCP are {VC − hC , VC −
hC , VC − hC} and {0, 0, 3hC}, respectively. Thus, the
eigenvalues and eigenvectors of V3×3 are {VC − hC , VC −

hC , VC + 2hC} and

{
1√
3

1
1
1

 , 1√
6

 2
−1
−1

 , 1√
2

 0
1
−1

}
,

respectively. In this basis, we can rewrite the matrix in
Eq. 2 as:

V =


VC + 2hC 0 0

√
3hN

0 VC − hC 0 0
0 0 VC − hC 0√
3h∗

N 0 0 VN

 (4)

which has a block-diagonal form. Thus, we have the
doubly-degenerate eigenvalue VC−hC corresponds to the
eigensubspace span{ 1√

6
(2σ1−σ2−σ3),

1√
2
(σ2−σ3)}.Now,

we consider the reduced matrix:

V2×2 =

(
VC + 2hC

√
3hN√

3h∗
N VN

)
(5)

in the subspace{σC(≡ 1
3 (σ1 + σ2 + σ3)), σN}. The char-

acteristic polynomial of the matrix is:

det(V2×2 − λI2) = λ2 − (VC + 2hC + VN )λ

+ VN (VC + 2hC)− 3|hN |2 = 0 (6)

(where I2 is the 2 × 2 identity matrix). On solving the
characteristic polynomial given in Eq. 6, we obtain the
eigenvalues (λ±):

λ± =
1

2

[
(VC + 2hC + VN )±

√
(VC + 2hC − VN )2 + 12|hN |2

]
=

1

2
[a+ b±∆] (7)

where, a = VC + 2hC , b = VN ,∆ =√
(a− b)2 + 4|c|2, c =

√
3hN . The corresponding

orthogonal eigenvectors are found to be:

v− =

( −2c
a−b+∆

1

)
(8)

v+ =

( −2c
a−b−∆

1

)
(9)

On normalizing the eigenvectors in Eqs. 8 and 9, we
obtain the orthonormal eigenbasis of the matrix in Eq. 5:
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FIG. 1. (a) Schematic of the NV center defect in diamond. (b) Three-level energy structure of an NV center. G, I, E denote
the ground, intermediate and excited states. the dashed lines indicate non-radiative transitions. The shaded regions indicate
the vibronic levels of the excited and intermediate states. (c) Pictorial representation of two coupled NV centers (solid blue
circles) in a common photonic bath (electric field in green) and phononic bath (purple). The red squiggly arrows represent the
radiative emissions from the emitters. (d) The simplified experimental scheme depicts the Hanbury-Brown Twiss experiment
performed for our system. The coupled emitters, embedded in a diamond nanopillar, are perturbed using a laser emitting at 532
nm wavelength and the emission is split using a 50:50 beam-splitter (BS) and sent to two detectors − single-photon avalanche
diodes (SPADs). The coincidences (as a function of detection delay on one of the detectors) from the two detectors are measured

using a time-correlated single photon counter (TCSPC). An exemplar plot for the normalized coincidences (g(2)(τ)) vs. time
delay (τ) for a single emitter is shown as an inset figure on the TCSPC.

|v⟩− =

 −c√
∆( a−b+∆

2 )√
a−b+∆

2∆

 =

 −
√
3hN√

∆(
VC+2hC−VN+∆

2 )√
VC+2hC−VN+∆

2∆

 =

(
α1

β1

)
(10)

|v⟩+ =

 c√
∆(∆−a+b

2 )√
∆−a+b

2∆

 =


√
3hN√

∆(
∆−VC−2hC+VN

2 )√
∆−VC−2hC+VN

2∆

 =

(
α2

β2

)
(11)

where ∆ =
√
(VC + 2hC − VN )2 − 12|hN |2. Thus, we

get a linearly independent set of 4 orthonormal vectors
(single electron orbitals):

a1 = α1
1

3
(σ1 + σ2 + σ3) + β1σN (12)

a′1 = α2
1

3
(σ1 + σ2 + σ3) + β2σN (13)

ex =
1√
6
(2σ1 − σ2 − σ3) (14)

ey =
1√
2
(σ2 − σ3) (15)

Now, from the single electron orbitals, we can estimate
the energy levels of a 2-particle system. The 4 orbitals
can be occupied by 8 electrons (from Hund’s rule). Thus,
the six-electron system of NV− can be imagined as a 2-
hole system. The spatial part of the two-hole orbitals can
be calculated using:

Ψr =
lr
h

∑
e

χr
e(Re ⊗Re)(ϕ1 ⊗ ϕ2) (16)

where ϕ1, ϕ2 are single electron orbitals [see Eqs. 12
- 15]. Re, h, lr are the elements, order and the rth di-
mension of the irrep of C3v group, respectively. The C3v

group consists of the identity element, rotations by ± 2π
3 ,

and reflections in 3 vertical planes passing through each
of the carbon atoms. We find that ex, ey transform as
the non-trivial (E) representation whereas a1, a2 trans-
form as the trivial (A1) representation. We consider the
spins of each hole as α (spin-up) and β (spin-down). Now
using the spatial part of {a1, a′1, ex, ey}⊗ {a1, a′1, ex, ey},
obtained using Eq. 16, we add the spin parts after anti-
symmetrization of the spatial parts as required such that,
the total wavefunction is antisymmetric. Through this
procedure, we get 28 states in the C4

1⊗C2
1⊗C4

2⊗C2
2 space,
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considering both spatial and spin components. Each of
these states belongs to an irrep of the C3v double group.
Since transitions are allowed between states belonging to
the same representation, we choose the three levels of
ground (|g⟩), intermediate (|i⟩), and excited (|e⟩) states
[see Fig. 1 (b)] such that these levels belong to the unit ir-
rep of the C3v double group. The following are the three
states:

|g⟩ = 1

2
(ex ⊗ ey − ey ⊗ ex)⊗ (↑ ⊗ ↓ + ↓ ⊗ ↑)

|i⟩ = 1

2
(ex ⊗ ex + ey ⊗ ey)⊗ (↑ ⊗ ↓ − ↓ ⊗ ↑)

|e⟩ = |E−⟩ ⊗ |↑↑⟩ − |E+⟩ ⊗ |↓↓⟩ (17)

where |E±⟩ = |a1e± − e±a1⟩ and e± = ∓(ex ± iey) [41].
The transitions from |g⟩ to |e⟩ and vice versa are in the
visible light range. Whereas, the transitions from |e⟩ to
|i⟩ and |i⟩ to |g⟩ are non-radiative in nature. To obtain
emission, the NV− is first perturbed from the ground
state using a light of wavelength 532 nm which is of
higher energy than the energy gap between |g⟩ and |e⟩.
At room temperature, the excited state possesses many
vibrionic levels. These energy levels have an energy sep-
aration which is much smaller than the energy of light.
The higher energy excitation is provided to the system
to ensure its transition to the excited state. Further,
transitions in the vibrational levels to get to the excited
ground vibronic state occur within ∼100 ps << excited
state lifetime. Thus, we can neglect the transitions oc-
curring within the vibrational levels.

B. Dynamical Master Equation

To describe the dynamics of an emitter/ a system of
emitters in an electric field, we define the master equation
for the system. Then we find the behaviour of the second-
order autocorrelation function in terms of the Lindblad
operators.

The evolution of the density operator is given by the
dynamical master equation [42]:

dρ̂

dt
=

i

ℏ
[ρ̂, Ĥ0]−

∑
i,j

[
γij(ωeg)(σ̂j(ωeg)ρ̂σ̂

†
i (ωeg)

− {σ̂†
i (ωeg)σ̂j(ωeg), ρ̂}) +

∑
ω

Γij(ω)(σ̂j(ω)ρ̂σ̂
†
i (ω)

− {σ̂†
i (ω)σ̂j(ω), ρ̂})

]
≡ L̂ρ̂ (18)

where Ĥ0 denotes the Hamiltonian of the reversible
part of the dynamics and γij(ωeg) and Γij(ω) denote the
rates of irreversible processes for photonic and phononic
transitions, respectively. The jump operators and rates
are described for particular transition frequencies ωeg

(photonic) and ω ∈ {ωig, ωei} (phononic). Finally, i
and j denote the number of emitters in the system, i.e.,
i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

To derive the rates of thermalization (γ(ωeg)) for our
experimental setup, we consider the radiation field as the
bath and a system of single or two emitters [see Figs. 1
(c) and (d)]. The interaction Hamiltonian is given as:

HI =

2∑
j=1

(σ̂j d⃗ · E⃗(r⃗j) + σ̂†
j d⃗

∗ · E⃗(r⃗j)) (19)

where the dipole operator is D⃗j = d⃗(σ̂†
j + σ̂j) represents

the dipole operator of the j-th atom, and d⃗ is the dipole
matrix element of the transition.

Consider the reservoir electric field at position r⃗i as:

E⃗(r⃗i) =
∑
k,λ

√
2πωk

V
e⃗λ(k⃗)(bλ(k⃗)e

ik⃗.r⃗i − b†λ(k⃗)e
−ik⃗.r⃗i)

(20)

The thermalization rates can be calculated using the
bath correlation function:

γij(ω) =

∫ ∞

−∞
dt exp{iωt}⟨d⃗∗.E⃗(r⃗i, t)d⃗.E⃗(r⃗j , 0)⟩ (21)

The inner products of the electric field operators de-
pend on the bath state (ρB). Let ρB =

∏
k,λ(1 −

e−βℏωk)e−βℏωkb
†
λbλ + |α⟩⟨α|kα,λα

and N(ωk) = 1
eβℏωk−1

.

As the experiment is conducted at room temperature
and a coherent laser field is applied to perturb the sys-
tem, the bath combines thermal and coherent states. The
coherent state signifies the pump field whereas the ther-
mal state signifies all other radiation due to emission and
non-zero temperature.

Since the system is perturbed using laser light of a par-
ticular mode and polarisation, we represent it using the
coherent state |α⟩⟨α|kα,λα

with λα = 532 nm (excitation

wavelength). All other radiation representing the finite
temperature at which the experiment is conducted and
the emission from the system is contained in the first
term of ρB .

In general:

⟨bλ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩ = ⟨b†λ(k⃗)b
†
λ′(k⃗′)⟩ = 0 (22)

⟨b†λ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩ = δkk′δλλ′ n̄ (23)

⟨bλ(k⃗)b†λ′(k⃗′)⟩ = δkk′δλλ′(1 + n̄) (24)

For the thermal and coherent state n̄ = N(ω) and

n̄ = |α|2, respectively. Using the expressions for E⃗ in
Eq. 21, we obtain the rates of thermalization for a given
ω as [for derivation refer to Appendices A and B]:
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γij(ω) =
4ω3d2

3c3
f(

ω

c
|ri − rj |, θij)(1 +N(ω))

+
2π2ω|dα|2

L3

(
1− 2|α|2

)
+ id2P

∫ ∞

0

dωkω
3
kf(xij , θij)

(1 +N(ωk)

ω − ωk
+

N(ωk)

ω + ωk

)
− i

2πωα

L3
|dα|2

(
|α|2P 1

ωα + ω
+ (1 + |α|2)P 1

ωα − ω

)
(25)

where ωα, dα correspond to the frequency and dipole
moment along the polarisation of the pump field, respec-
tively. Also, f(xij , θij) = j0(xij) + P2(cos θij)j2(xij),

xij = ωk

c |ri − rj | and cos θij =
|d⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)|2
d2|r⃗i−r⃗j |2 . j0 and P2

are the Bessel function of 0-th order and Legendre poly-
nomial of 2nd order, respectively [details in Appendix A].

C. Second-order autocorrelation function

In terms of the jump operators {σ̂, σ̂†}, the second-
order autocorrelation function is given by [40, 43]:

g(2)(τ) =

2∑
i,j=1

⟨σ̂†
i (0)σ̂

†
i (τ)σ̂j(τ)σ̂j(0)⟩

⟨σ̂†
i (0)σ̂j(0)⟩⟨σ̂†

i (τ)σ̂j(τ)⟩
(26)

where τ is given as the time delay in detection between
two detections after the beam-splitter in the experimen-
tal setup. The solution to Eq. 18 can be given as:

ρ̂(t) = exp
(
L̂t

)
ρ̂(0) (27)

where L̂ is the Lindbladian of Eq. 18. Now, we consider
the following three cases:

1. One NV center

Here we consider the free Hamiltonian as Ĥ0 =∑
r Er |r⟩⟨r| and the jump operators for a transition fre-

quency ωlm as σ̂(ωlm) = |l⟩⟨m|. Ers represent the eigen-
energies of the system. In the {|g⟩ , |i⟩ , |e⟩}, i.e., the
eigenbasis of NV centers we evaluate the evolution of the
diagonal and off-diagonal elements of ρ̂.
Let elements of dρ̂

dt be
∑

p,q ρ̇pq |p⟩⟨q|. Then using the

forms for Ĥ0 and σ̂(ωlm) in Eq. 18 we can write:

∑
p ̸=q

ρ̇pq |p⟩⟨q| =
1

iℏ
∑
r

∑
p,q

Erρpq[|r⟩⟨r| , |p⟩⟨q|] +
( ∑

l ̸=m={e,g}

|⟨l|z|m⟩|2γ(ωlm) +
∑

l ̸=m={g,i,e}

hlmΓ(ωlm)
)∑

p,q

ρpq

(
|l⟩⟨m| |p⟩⟨q| |m⟩⟨l|

− 1

2
{|m⟩⟨m| , |p⟩⟨q|}

)
=

1

iℏ
∑
r

∑
p,q

Erρpq(δrp |r⟩⟨q|+ δrq |p⟩⟨r|) +
( ∑

l ̸=m={e,g}

|⟨l|z|m⟩|2γ(ωlm) +
∑

l ̸=m={g,i,e}

hlmΓ(ωlm)
)
×

∑
p,q

ρpq

(
δmpδqm |l⟩⟨l| − 1

2
(δmp |m⟩⟨q|+ δmq |p⟩⟨m|)

)
=

1

iℏ
∑
p,q

(Ep − Eq)ρpq |p⟩⟨q|+
( ∑

l ̸=m={e,g}

|⟨l|z|m⟩|2γ(ωlm) +
∑

l ̸=m={g,i,e}

hlmΓ(ωlm)
)
ρmm |l⟩⟨l|

− 1

2

( ∑
m̸=q={e,g}

|⟨q|z|m⟩|2γ(ωmq) +
∑

m̸=q={g,i,e}

hmqΓ(ωmq)
)
ρmq |m⟩⟨q|

− 1

2

( ∑
m̸=p={e,g}

|⟨p|z|m⟩|2γ(ωpm) +
∑

m̸=p={g,i,e}

hpmΓ(ωpm)
)
ρpm |p⟩⟨m| (28)

In the case of the diagonal elements, i.e.,∑
p=q ρ̇pq |p⟩⟨q| ≡

∑
p ρ̇pp |p⟩⟨p|, we compare the co-

efficients of |p⟩⟨p| on both sides of Eq. 28 and get:
ρ̇pp = −

( ∑
l ̸=p={e,g}

|⟨l|z|p⟩|2γ(ωlp) +
∑

l ̸=p={g,i,e}

hlpΓ(ωlp)
)
ρpp

+
( ∑

m̸=p={e,g}

|⟨p|z|m⟩|2γ(ωpm) +
∑

m̸=p={g,i,e}

hpmΓ(ωpm)
)
ρmm

(29)
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From the properties of Davies operators [42], we know
that the diagonal and off-diagonal elements of the den-
sity matrix ρ̂ evolve independently. To understand the
dynamics of the emitters we need the rate equations con-
cerning only the diagonal elements of ρ̇. Thus, the rate
equations are given by:

ρ̇g
ρ̇i
ρ̇e

 = R

ρg
ρi
ρe

 (30)

where,

R =

−hgiΓ(ωig)− |⟨g|z|e⟩|2γ(ωeg) hgiΓ(−ωig) |⟨g|z|e⟩|2γ(−ωeg)
hgiΓ(ωig) −hgiΓ(−ωig)− hieΓ(ωei) hieΓ(−ωei)

|⟨g|z|e⟩|2γ(ωeg) hieΓ(ωei) −hieΓ(−ωei)− |⟨g|z|e⟩|2γ(ω−eg)

 (31)

Denoting the |⟨l|z|m⟩|2γ(ωlm), hlmΓ(ωlm) as rlm, and
using γ(−ωlm) = γ(ωml) and Γ(−ωlm) = Γ(ωml), we
can write the following system of linear equations for
{ρ̇g, ρ̇i, ρ̇e}:

ρ̇g
ρ̇i
ρ̇e

 =

−(rig + reg) rgi rge
rig −(rgi + rei) rie
reg rei −(rie + rge)

ρg
ρi
ρe


(32)

For finite temperatures such as 300 K, rie = 0 = rgi,
thus we get:

ρ̇g
ρ̇i
ρ̇e

 =

−(rig + reg) 0 rge
rig −rei 0
reg rei −rge

ρg
ρi
ρe

 (33)

By evaluating the nullspace and eigen-decomposition
of the 3× 3 matrix in Eq. 33, one can obtain the second-
order autocorrelation function. Following the procedure
highlighted in [35], under the condition rig + rei << reg,
the eigenvalues of the 3× 3 matrix are:

λ1 = reg + rge (34)

λ2 = rei +
rigrge

reg + rge
(35)

λ3 = 0 (36)

Let us denote the matrix of eigenvectors of R as Revec.
Then one can write:

ρg
ρi
ρe

 = Revec

exp(−λ1t)
1

exp(−λ2t)

 (37)

We have (from Eq. 26):

g(2)(τ) =
pe(t, g; τ)

pe(∞)
=

(
0 0 1

)ρg
ρi
ρe


(
0 0 1

)
Nullspace

[
Revec

]
(38)

Using the initial condition ρg = 1; ρe = 0 = ρi for
evaluating pe(t, g; τ), we get:

g(2)(τ) = 1− (1 + a) exp(−λ1τ) + a exp(−λ2τ) (39)

where a =
rgerig

rei(reg+rge)
. From Eq. 39, we find that

g(2)(τ) = 0 for τ = 0 and g(2)(τ) → 1 asymptotically (as
expected for a single emitter).

2. Two NV centers without interaction

Next, we consider a system of two NV centers such that
there is no interaction between these two emitters. Then,
the free Hamiltonian becomes Ĥ0 =

∑
r Er(|r⟩⟨r| ⊗ I +

I ⊗ |r⟩⟨r|). The jump operators for the first and second
NV center at transition frequency ωlm are σ̂1(ωlm) =
|l⟩⟨m| ⊗ I and σ̂2(ωlm) = I ⊗ |l⟩⟨m|.
In this case, to evaluate the dynamics of the state of

the system in the eigenbasis of Ĥ0, we act with L̂ on the
vectorized ρ̂ =

∑
p1,q1,p2,q2

ρp1q1p2q2 |p1q1⟩⟨p2q2|, where

p1, q1, p2, q2 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. This yields an 81 × 81 block

diagonal matrix L̂. The block structure of this matrix is
of the form (dimension: no. of blocks):

1× 1 : 6, 2× 2 : 6, 8× 8 : 6, 15× 15 : 1

. Interestingly, we observed that the populations and co-
herence of the system mix. Thus, one cannot describe the
evolution of the diagonal (populations) terms of ρ̂ as sep-
arate from the off-diagonal (coherences) terms and write
the rate equations for the populations of various energy
levels. Interestingly, we observed that the populations
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and coherence of the system mix. Thus, one cannot de-
scribe the evolution of the diagonal (populations) terms
of ρ̂ as separate from the off-diagonal (coherences) terms
and write the rate equations for the populations of vari-
ous energy levels.

The matrix of 9× 9 of ρ̂ is given by:

ρ̂ =

gg

gi

ge

ig

ii

ie

eg

ei

ee

gg gi ge ig ii ie eg ei ee

For superradiance, the thermalization rates are equal
for both the emitters (γij = γ,Γij(ω) = Γ(ω), ω ∈
{ωig, ωei}∀i, j ∈ {1, 2}) at each transition frequency
(ωeg, ωig, ωei) [42], corresponding to radiative and non-
radiative transitions. Due to the indistinguishability of
emitters, the excited (|e⟩) and ground (|g⟩) states of
the two emitters form antisymmetric: 1√

2
(|eg − ge⟩) and

symmetric: 1√
2
(|eg + ge⟩) Dicke states. These states

have energies between |ee⟩ and |gg⟩. As bright transi-
tions occur from the symmetric Dicke state only [43],
the following ladder operators can be defined: σ̂1 =
|eg + ge⟩⟨gg| , σ̂2 = |ee⟩⟨eg + ge|.

First, we evaluate the numerator of Eq. 26. In the
Heisenberg picture, the operator (σ̂(0)) evolution in time

is given by exp
(
L̂τ

)
σ̂(0). Using this we write:

g(2)(τ) =

2∑
i,j=1

⟨σ̂†
i (0)σ̂

†
j (τ) exp

(
L̂τ

)
σ̂j(0)σ̂i(0)⟩

⟨σ̂†
i (0)σ̂j(0)⟩⟨σ̂†

i (τ)σ̂j(τ)⟩
(40)

Thus, we evaluate
∑

i,j σ̂(0)σ̂(0). We use definitions of
σ̂1 and σ̂2 and find:

∑
i,j

σ̂i(0)σ̂j(0) =
(
|eg + ge⟩⟨gg|+ |ee⟩⟨eg + ge|

)2

= |ee⟩⟨gg| (41)

Thus, we get
∑

i,j exp
(
L̂τ

)
σ̂i(0)σ̂j(0) =

exp
(
L̂τ

)
|ee⟩⟨gg|. Therefore, one must observe the

dynamics of the operator |ee⟩⟨gg|. Further, we can
decompose σ̂1 and σ̂2 as sums of |eg⟩⟨gg| , |ge⟩⟨gg| and
|ee⟩⟨eg| , |ee⟩⟨ge|, respectively. Hence, in the block-

diagonal matrix L̂, we restrict to evaluating exp
(
L̂τ

)

of the block describing the evolution of the elements
|eg⟩⟨gg| , |ge⟩⟨gg| and |ee⟩⟨eg| , |ee⟩⟨ge| of ρ̂.
Interestingly, we find that the evolution of |ee⟩⟨gg| does

not depend on the block of L̂ describing the diagonal en-
tries of ρ̂ (15 × 15). Instead, the operator dynamics is
described by an 8 × 8 block. Since, the evolution of the
operators σ̂i∀i ∈ {1, 2} does not depend on the block de-
scribing diagonal entries of ρ̂, this must be a description
of a non-classical behaviour, namely, superradiance. We
identify that the blue diamonds in the matrix of ρ̂ shown
in Fig. II C 2 represent the dynamics in the operator sub-
space span{|ge⟩⟨gg| , |ie⟩⟨gi| , |ie⟩⟨ig| , |eg⟩⟨gg| , |ei⟩⟨gi| ,
|ei⟩⟨ig| , |ee⟩⟨ge| , |ee⟩⟨eg|}. The block of Lindblad oper-

ator L̂ containing these elements is denoted by Ĵ . The
exponent of this matrix can be evaluated by finding the
eigenvalues of this matrix and exponentiation them. Now
to obtain the denominator of the Eq. 26, we first find the
evolution of the operators in terms of the Lindbladian L̂.
(σ̂(τ))

†
=

(
exp

(
L̂τ

)
σ̂(0)

)†
= σ̂†(0) exp

(
L̂†τ

)
. Thus we

get, ⟨σ̂†(τ)σ̂(τ)⟩ = ⟨σ̂†(0)σ̂(0)⟩. Similar to the evalua-
tion of the numerator, here we calculate σ̂†(0)σ̂(0). This
operator yields |ee⟩⟨ee|. Thus, the evolution of the de-
nominator of Eq. 26 is governed by the 11× 11 block of
the L̂ operator. Since there is no explicit time depen-
dence in the denominator, the steady state probability
of ρ(∞)ee,ee gives the explicit form of σ̂†(0)σ̂(0) for this
system.

Thus we get:

g(2)(τ) =

∑
i,j=1,4

( [
eĴτ

]
ii

[
eĴτ

]
jj

+
∑

i,j=7,8

[
eĴτ

]
ii

[
eĴτ

]
jj

)
[ρ(∞)]

2
ee,ee

(42)

Thus, on diagonalizing Ĵ , which is an 8 × 8, one can
extract its eigenvalues λ1, . . . , λ6. Further, using these
λs we can obtain the exponentiation of Ĵ . Further, the
nullspace of 11× 11 block L̂ gives us [ρ(∞)]ee,ee.
From the structure of Eq. 42, we estimate the contribu-

tion of 6 exponentials to the g(2)(τ) function (as opposed
to 2 exponents for a single, three-level emitter). How-
ever, diagonalization of a symbolic 8 × 8 matrix is very
difficult. While we were working on this article, a recent
study was reported by Qu et al. [44], where the numerics
depicting the g(2)(τ) function have been performed for
superradiance in 2 NV centers. In our later sections, we
discuss our experimental results which also match with
the expected behaviour of the g(2)(τ) function from the
study by Qu et al.

3. Two NV centers with dipole-dipole interaction

Next, we consider two NV centers interacting via
dipole-dipole interactions. We consider the following
dipole-dipole interaction [40]:
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V = Veg(|eg⟩⟨ge|+ |ge⟩⟨eg|) + Vig(|ig⟩⟨gi|+ |gi⟩⟨ig|)
+ Vei(|ei⟩⟨ie|+ |ie⟩⟨ei|) (43)

where Vij , i, j = {g, i, e} and i ̸= j signify the strength
of dipolar transition from ith level to jth level. We add
this interaction, thus, H0 → H0 + V (where H0 is the
same free Hamiltonian for 2 non-interacting NVs). We
calculate the spectral decomposition for such a system
and find that the number of distinct transition frequen-
cies (ωs) are 9. Corresponding to this, we again act with

L̂ on ρ̂ as in Sec. II C 2, and find the block structure of
the form (dimension: no. of blocks):

1× 1 : 6, 2× 2 : 18, 4× 4 : 6, 15× 15 : 1

. Following is the structure of ρ̂:

ρ̂ =

gg

gi

ge

ig

ii

ie

eg

ei

ee

gg gi ge ig ii ie eg ei ee

Green and purple diamonds represent the dynamics of
{|ee⟩⟨ge| , |ee⟩⟨eg|} and {|ge⟩⟨gg| , |eg⟩⟨gg|}, respectively.
The dynamics of these operators determine the numera-
tor of the g(2)(τ) function. The blocks of Lindblad oper-

ator L̂ containing these elements are denoted by Ĵ1 and
Ĵ2, respectively. Thus we get:

g(2)(τ) =

∑
j=1,2

( [
eĴ1τ

]
jj

[
eĴ2τ

]
jj

)
[ρ(∞)]

2
ee,ee

(44)

The 2× 2 matrices Ĵ1 and Ĵ2 are of the form:

Ĵ1 =

(
a1 b1
b1 a1

)
; Ĵ2 =

(
a2 b2
b2 a2

)
(45)

where ai, bi, i ∈ {1, 2} depend on the transition
strengths d, hig, hei and thermalization rates γ(ω) and
Γ(ω′) (since for superradiance γ and Γ do not depend on
i, j). Here, ω and ω′ denote the sets of radiative and non-
radiative transition frequencies, respectively. The eigen-
values of Ĵ1 and Ĵ2 are a1 ± b1 and a2 ± b2, respectively.

Thus, the diagonals of eĴ1τ and eĴ2τ are given as e(a1±b1)τ

and e(a2±b2)τ , respectively. Therefore, from Eq. 44, we
have:

g(2)(τ) =
ea1τ (eb1τe(a2+b2)τ + eb1τe(a2−b2)τ + e−b1τe(a2+b2)τ + e−b1τe(a2−b2)τ )

[ρ(∞)]
2
ee,ee

(46)

This is a combination of 4 exponents instead of 6(as
for 2 NVs without interaction).

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS & DISCUSSION

The sample (7 keV irradiated, single NV arrays from
QZabre Ltd.) consists of a diamond membrane with
nanopillar arrays, some containing single NVs, such that
the collection efficiency is 10× compared to bulk dia-
mond.

A. Measurements of Various Emitter Properties

1. Time-Resolved Intensity

We perform a direct measurement of the fluorescence
lifetime from the pillars containing single NV centers us-
ing pulsed excitation at a 20 MHz repetition rate with
a pulse width of ≈ 200 ps. Note that the direct life-
time measurement corresponds to the total decay rate
from the excited state including all possible decay paths
(radiative and non-radiative). We show the time-resolved
intensity decay measured for four pillars containing emit-
ters in Fig. 2 (a) [dots]. These intensity decays are fitted
using the following function:

I(t) = y0 + a1e
−t/t1 + a2e

−t/t2 (47)
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FIG. 2. Comparison of fluorescence lifetimes and antibunching from various pillars: (a) Time-resolved PL decay for
four pillars containing NV centers (labelled as P1, P2, P3 and P4) (measured: dots; fitting with Eq. 47: solid line). P4 shows a
sharp decay with a time constant much smaller than the other emitters, indicating emission from two or more coupled emitters.
(b) g(2)(τ) (measured: dots; solid line for fitting with Eqs. 48 (for P1, . . . , P3) and 49 for P4) as a function of time delay τ in

detection of coincidences. For P4, the antibunching dip has a lower amplitude g(2)(0) > 0.5, which can imply the presence of
more than two emitters in P4.

where y0 is the offset, a1, a2 are the amplitudes of the
exponents with time constants t1, t2, respectively. The
decay occurring on timescales < 1 ns can be attributed
to the background within the emitting crystal [45]. Thus,
the principle time constant arising due to fluorescence
decay from the emitters Pi, (i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}) are 16.6 ±
0.24 ns, 15.7 ± 0.36 ns, 14.7 ± 0.38 ns and2.05 ± 0.03 ns,
respectively. Note that the longer lifetime can be ex-
tracted by fitting a single exponential to the measured
data for times greater than 1 ns. For the pillars P1, ..., P3,
the fluorescence lifetime is close to the reported value for
a single NV center, i.e., ≈ 12 ns. However, for P4, we
observe a drastic reduction by 6 times, indicating some
perturbative potential within which the emitter exists.

2. Hanbury-Brown Twiss Experiment

Next, to comment on the intensity correlations in the
emitted light, we perform the Hanbury-Brown Twiss
(HBT) experiment. From this experiment, we extract the
second-order correlation function g(2)(τ) w.r.t the delay
in detection of coincidences (τ) between two SPADs [see
Supplementary Information]. All the measurements de-
scribed were conducted multiple times over various days
to ensure repeatability. In Fig. 2 (b), we show the g(2)(τ)
vs. time delay τ for various pillars Pi stacked verti-
cally with an offset. Single NV centers exhibit the three-
level model owing to the intermediate metastable (sin-
glet) state, we thereby use the following fitting function
[see Sec. II C 1]:

g
(2)
3−level(τ) = 1− (1 + a)e−τ/τ1 + ae−τ/τ2 (48)

where we use the modified version of Eq. 39, i.e.,
1/λi = τi, i ∈ {1, 2}. We can see two characteristic time

constants in the g(2)(τ), i.e., two exponential compo-
nents. Depending on the transition rates from excited to
intermediate to ground state, g(2)(τ) > 1 for τ > τ1 then
tending to the asymptote of 1 at τ >> τ1. We observe
that for 3 pillars Pi, i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, the three-level equation
for g(2)(τ) fits well to the measured data. Further, the
observed antibunching dips are below the experimental
bound, i.e., g(2)(0) < 0.5 for P1, P2, P3, indicating the
emitted light is from a single emitter.

Interestingly, for pillar P4, we observe the certain
unique properties of the g(2)(τ) function. First, the
amplitude of the antibunching dip is close to 0.8, i.e.,
g(2)(0) → 0.8. Since g(2)(0) > 0.5, we consider the dy-
namics of this system to be similar to that of 2 NV cen-
ters. While fitting the behaviour of g(2)(τ) as a function
of τ we use the function:

g
(2)
4−level(τ) = 1−(1+a1+a2)e

−τ/τ1+a1e
−τ/τ2+a2e

−τ/τ3

(49)

where λi = 1/τi, i ∈ {1, 2, 3} are the measured ther-
malization rates for the 2 NV system. We refer to the
Eqs. 42 and 46. We observe that 8 exponents should be
visible for 2 NV centers which are not interacting and 4
exponents for 2 interacting NV centers. We find that the
fitting function is closest to that of 2 NV centers inter-
acting via dipole-dipole interaction. Further, the fourth
exponent is not visible in the measured data probably
because the time constant is smaller than that of the
instrument (see Supplementary Information for details).
From the fit, we obtain three lifetimes corresponding to
three energy levels above the ground state. We comment
on the extracted lifetimes further in this section.
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FIG. 3. Evidence of a four-level energy structure: (a) Expanded view of the cw g(2) (measured: dots; fitting: solid
line) for P4 and P1 highlighting the regions showing three exponential (top panel) and two exponential (bottom panel) decays,

respectively. Two and three time constants in g(2)(τ) correspond to a three and four energy level structure. The dashed line

indicates g(2)(0) = 0.5. For antibunching g(2)(0) < 0.5, which is the case for P1, whereas g(2)(0) > 0.5. (b)-(c) Pulsed g(2)(τ)
measurements (pump is pulsed at 50 MHz and 20 MHz, respectively, with ∼ 200 ps pulses) are performed for the shaded yellow

region of the cw g(2)(τ) from P4 and P1 The functional form of g(2)(τ) and loss of antibunching g(2)(0) > 0.5 indicate a coupling
of two emitters in P4.
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FIG. 4. Interaction between two emitters: Extracted
(from g(2)(τ)) lifetimes of excited and metastable states (one
of the intermediate states for P4) are shown in blue and red
dots with error bars. The dashed arrow indicates the lifetimes
for P4 which is reduced by a factor of ∼ 6 than the other
emitters (and also from the reported values), indicating an
interaction between two emitters.

3. Comparison of Emission Properties for various pillars

We portray the difference in the g(2)(τ) functions for
two of the pillars P1 and P4 in Fig. 3 (a). We observe that
for P4, the function shows three exponential components
whereas for P1 there are only two. We perform pulsed
second-order correlation function measurement for the
shaded region of Fig. 3 (a), for both P4 and P1 shown
in Figs. 3 (b) and (c), respectively. The peak at τ = 0

represents the probability of an emission pulse containing
more than one photon. The measurement is conducted
at 50 and 20 MHz repetition rates for P4 and P1, yielding
g(2)(0) = 0.8 and 0.23, respectively.
In Fig. 4, we show the lifetimes of two energy levels

for the various pillars. For P1, . . . , P3, the excited and
intermediate state lifetimes are ≈ 11 ns and ≈ 150 ns,
close to the reported values for NV centers. However,
for P4 [shown with dashed arrow], we observe that the
excited and one of the intermediate state lifetimes re-
duce to ≈ 2 ns and ≈ 23 ns, respectively. The observa-
tions of 0.5 < g(2)(0) < 1, measured g(2)(τ) indicating
a four energy-level scheme and reduction in the lifetimes
all point towards the fact that the pillar P4 contains two
coupled emitters.

B. Decay Constants of the Energy Levels

Through the second-order correlation function, one can
determine the individual decay rates involved in the sys-
tem to gain a better understanding of the energy-level
structure. For this purpose, we measure the second-order
correlation function various pillars containing NV centers
as a function of excitation power with the HBT interfer-
ometer. For brevity and comparison of single and two
emitter systems, the g(2)(τ) function and the extracted
lifetimes for P1 and P4 as a function of power are shown
in Figs. 5 (a)-(d). The g(2)(τ) functions as a function
of power for the pillars P2, P3 are shown in the Sup-
plementary information. The measured and fitteg(2)(τ)
curves for some of the powers for the single emitter (P1)
and two-emitter (P4) systems are shown in Fig. 5 (a) -



11

Power (μW)Time delay (ns)

(d)
40 60 80 100 120

Power ( W)
40 20 0 20 40

Time delay (ns)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Power ( W)

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

E
xc

it
e
d
 s

ta
te

 li
fe

ti
m

e
 1

/
1

(n
s)

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

In
te

rm
e
d
ia

te
 s

ta
te

 li
fe

ti
m

e
 1

/
2

(n
s)

200 150 100 50 0 50 100 150 200
Time delay (ns)

g
(2

) (
)

8 W

48 W

88 W

120 W
(b) (d)

(d)

10

15

20

25

30

40 60 80 100 120

5

Power ( W)
Li

fe
ti
m

e
 (

n
s)

Excited state 1/ 1

1st intermediate state 1/ 2

750

1000

1250

1500

1750

2000

2250

2
n
d
 I
n
te

rm
e
d
ia

te
 s

ta
te

 li
fe

ti
m

e
 
1
/

3
(n

s)

40 20 0 20 40
Time delay (ns)

g
(2

) (
)

35 W

64 W

95 W

120 W

(c)

400 n
s)

120 W
(b)

(a)

(d)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

FIG. 5. Time constants of the energy levels with pump power: Measured g(2)(τ) functions at various pump powers are
shown for (a) P4 and (b) P1 [measured: dots; fitting: solid line]. The extracted lifetimes for (c) P4 : excited state (blue dots),
first intermediate state (green triangles) and second intermediate state (red dots - right axis), and (d) P1 : excited state (red
dots) and metastable (intermediate) state (blue dots). For P1, the solid lines show the fittings of the lifetimes (with Eqs. 34
and 35) as a function of pump power, revealing the spontaneous emission rate at the zero optical power limit.

(b), respectively. It can be seen as the power increases,
there is an increase in the amplitude of the bunched be-
haviour, arising due to the shelving of the emitter in the
metastable state [46, 47].

The intensity correlation functions for P1 and P4 at
various powers were fit using Eqs. 48 and 49, respec-
tively. The characteristic time scales (inverse of decay
rates: 1/λ1 and 1/λ2) are plotted with excitation power
for P1 and P4 in Fig. 5 (c) and (d), respectively. For P1

the expected hyperbolic behaviour of 1/λi(i ∈ {1, 2})
is observed as a function of power, which we recover
from Eqs. 34 - 35 where pump power described by rge
[see Fig. 5 (c)]. In the limit of zero pump power, the
spontaneous emission lifetimes are recovered (from fit-
ting Eqs. 34 - 35), as ≈ 16 ns (excited state) and ≈ 400
ns (metastable state) for P1, as expected for single NV
centers [48].

For P4, the excited state and one of the metastable
states follow a hyperbolic trend with the excitation
power, however the other metastable state approaches
a saturated value [see Fig. 5 (d)].

From Eqs. 34- 35, 1/λ1 for a 3-level system can be
written as:

τ1 =
1

λ 1
=

1

rge + reg
(50)

And for 1/λ2:

τ2 =
1

λ2
=

1

rei + rigreg/λ1
(51)

Since the transition rate reg describes the transition from
the ground to the excited state, it is related to the ex-
citation power. Thus, the fittings in Eq. 5 (c) show the
expected trend (governed by Eqs. 50- 51) thus ensuring
the correct behaviour for P1 (containing single NV).
In Fig. 5 (d), we see the behaviour of the inverse of

the decay rates (1/λi(i ∈ {1, 2, 3})) for P4. It can be
seen that 1/λ1,2 follows a hyperbolic behaviour. How-
ever, 1/λ3 shows the inverse behaviour, i.e., reaching a
saturation.

C. Quantum Random Number Generation

To study one application of two-emitter systems, we
discuss the possibility of quantum random number gen-
eration from these sources. We discuss a random binary
sequence generator, where the bits 0 and 1 are assigned
to clicks on the detectors A and B, respectively at the
output modes of a symmetric beam-splitter. The emit-
ted PL from each of {P1, . . . , P4} is inputted to one in-
put mode of a beam-splitter and the other input arm is
blocked (describing the vacuum state |0⟩). Each photon
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in the stream of photons of the emission will randomly
get transmitted or reflected based on the splitting ratio
of the beam-splitter. Thus, the inherent quantumness
of the ”which-path” concept is used as the principle for
random number generation.

1. Statistical Tests for Determining Randomness

We record time-tagged photon arrivals across two
single-photon detectors (SPD) to obtain a random bi-
nary sequence. Clicks in one SPD are recorded as 0 and
the other is recorded as 1. The sequence of raw random
bits is post-processed using von Neumann’s de-biasing
procedure, to extract unbiased random numbers for our
study. Using this, we eliminate some co-dependence of
two adjacent bits. For every pair of generated bits, 00
and 11 are discarded, and 01 and 10 are replaced by 0
and 1, respectively. We perform this debiasing protocol
in real time in our data acquisition program.

We collect and analyze the data for the pillars of inter-
est P1, . . . , P4. We obtain a generation rate of 540 kHz,
325 kHz, 760 kHz, and 170 kHz from pillars P1, P2, P3 and
P4, respectively, as we restrict to lower excitation pow-
ers (discussed in Sec. III C 2). The unbiased sequences
are tested using a Python implementation of the NIST
Statistical Test Suite, which is generally used to evalu-
ate a binary sequence’s randomness. The passing of each
subtest is determined by the p value where p = 1 − α,
α is the significance level set to 0.01 by the test suite.
Given α = 0.01, p > 0.01 for a sequence to be considered
random by a subtest.

As shown in Fig. 6, the random number sequences gen-
erated for pillars P1, P2, P3 fail the runs test whereas that
for P4 passes all the subtests with p > 0.01. The Runs
test determines whether uninterrupted sequences of iden-
tical bits occur as expected for an ideal random sequence
of the same length as the measured sequence. We have
observed that on repeated trials of data acquisition from
the emitters, P4 consistently show randomness by pass-
ing all the NIST subtests. In contrast, the other emitters
often fail the Runs test. One can remedy this by perform-
ing an in-place shuffling of the sequence which is similar
to a pseudo-random protocol on the extracted true ran-
dom number sequence. Interestingly, P4 passes all the
subtests for every run proving to be a reliable source of
quantum random numbers. The measure of randomness
of the emitters is subject to its intrinsic properties and
non-idealities of an experimental setup, which is consid-
ered further on.

2. Entropy of the source & non-idealities of detection

The probability of whether a photon is linked to the re-
flectivity (R) and transmittivity (T) of the beam-splitter.
Assuming a loss-less beam-splitter (T +R = 1) does not
guarantee an unbiased beam-splitter, where R = T . If

Fre
qu

en
cy 

(M
on

ob
it)

Fre
qu

en
cy 

(Bloc
k)

Ru
n T

est

Bloc
k R

un
s

Bina
ry 

Matr
ix R

an
k FFT

Non
-ov

erl
ap

pin
g T

em
pla

te

Ove
rla

pp
ing

 Te
mpla

te

Mau
rer

's U
niv

ers
al

Lin
ea

r C
om

ple
xit

y
Se

ria
l

App
rox

im
ate

 En
tro

py

Cusu
m (F

orw
ard

)

Cusu
m (B

ack
ward

)

Ra
nd

om
 Ex

cur
sio

ns

Ra
nd

om
 Ex

cur
sio

ns 
Va

ria
nt

10 4

10 2

100

p-
va

lu
e

P1
P2
P3
P4

FIG. 6. Comparison of quantum random number gen-
eration: NIST test results for the random bit sequences gen-
erated from P1, . . . , P4. The bits generated from P4 pass all
the tests with p-values > 0.01 with a higher proportion, indi-
cating stronger reliability of randomness from such two cou-
pled emitter systems.

R ̸= T , it can produce some imbalance in the proba-
bilities of the bits generated but does not introduce any
memory in the system. Another parameter to be consid-
ered is the detection efficiencies (ηA, ηB) of the detectors
used, which is a measure of the fraction of incident pho-
tons converted to detectable electrical signals. Finally,
the dead times of the detectors (τA, τB), i.e., the time
during which a consecutive detection event is suppressed,
should be considered. It acts as a correction factor which
relates the count rate to the actual photon flux onto the
detector. For low incoming photon count rates and dark
counts, this factor is close to unity. Thus, we restrict
our measurements to low excitation power and compar-
atively low count rates. The dead times account for the
undetected photon events by the detectors.
To quantify the randomness of the sources, we calcu-

late the extractable entropy for the generators. The raw
input bits collected from the single-photon detectors are
post-processed since the true amount of randomness can
be determined up to some accuracy. This is done by us-
ing the von Neumann debiasing protocol. Now, we must
estimate the conditional min-entropy (H∞) for the ran-
dom sequence using:

H∞(X|Y ) = − log2

(∑
y

p(y)max{p(x|y)}
)

(52)

where X,Y are two events, x, y are the subsequent
random bits and p(y), p(x|y) are the probabilities for oc-
currence of y and conditional occurrence of y if x occurs.
For our case, {X,Y } ∈ {0, 1}, thus Eq. 52 can be written
as:

H∞(X|Y ) =− log2

(
p(0)max{p(0|0), p(1|0)}

+ p(1)max{p(0|1), p(1|1)}
)

(53)

Let us consider that the detector in the transmitted
arm is A and that in the reflected arm is B. Therefore,
the probability of the detector A (bit 1) or detector B (bit
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0) clicking is given by p(A)(≡ p(0)) or p(B)(≡ p(1)), re-
spectively. Similarly, the probability of detecting a subse-
quent photon in detector A[B] when it has already clicked
a previous photon event is p(A|A)[p(B|B)]. The condi-

tional probabilities p(A|A) and p(B|A) are given as:

p(0|0) ≡ p(A|A) = ηAT
(
1−

∫ τA

0

g(2)(τ)dτ
)

(54)

p(1|0) ≡ p(B|A) = ηBR
(
1− ηBR(

∫ τB/2

0

g(2)(τ)dτ)2
)

(55)

where
∫ τA

0
g(2)(τ)dτ signifies the probability that the

next incident photon is in the dead time of detector A.
The second term in Eq. 55 signifies the probability of de-
tector B not being in its dead time when a photon shoots
into the beam-splitter, this probability is an estimation,
which is based on the assumption both dead times are
approximately equal.
The probability (p(A) ≡ p(0)) of detector A detecting

a photon is:

p(A) =
rA

rtotal
=

rA
rA + rB

, (56)

rA = ηAT −
(ηAT )

2Iin
∫ τA

0
g(2)(τ)dτ

4
(57)

rB = ηBR−
(ηBR)2Iin

∫ τB

0
g(2)(τ)dτ

4
(58)

where rA and rB are the click rates of detector A and B
and Iin is the incoming intensity impinging on the beam-
splitter.

Now, we introduce p(AB) = p(A)p(B|A) and p(BA) =

p(AB). Thus, the above equation can be modified to:

H∞(X|Y ) =− log2

(
max{p(A)− p(AB), p(AB)}

+max{p(AB), 1− p(A)− p(AB)}
)

(59)

Under the following conditions, H∞(X|Y ) yields the
following results:

H∞(X|Y ) =


− log2(p(A)) p(A)− p(AB) ≥ p(AB) and p(AB) ≥ 1− p(A)− p(AB),

− log2(p(B)) p(A)− p(AB) ≤ p(AB) and p(AB) ≤ 1− p(A)− p(AB),

− log2(2p(AB)) p(A)− p(AB) ≤ p(AB) and p(AB) ≥ 1− p(A)− p(AB),

− log2(1− 2p(A)) p(A)− p(AB) ≥ p(AB) and p(AB) ≤ 1− p(A)− p(AB)

(60)

Since all four conditions have only one variable, we
must have:

H∞(X|Y ) = − log2(max{p(A), 1−p(A), 2p(AB), 1−2p(AB)})
(61)

Using the parameters for our detectors: ηA =
ηB = 40%, τA = 77.9 ns, τB = 74.7 ns and

beam-splitter: R = 0.55, T = 0.45 we obtain,
p(A) = {0.6097, 0.6098, 0.6095, 0.7098} for emitters
{P1, P2, P3, P4}, respectively. Further, p(A) is the max-
imum value for function {p(A), 1 − p(A), 2p(AB), 1 −
2p(AB)}. Thus, for the pillars {P1, P2, P3, P4}, we ex-
tract H∞(X|Y ) = {0.75126, 0.75129, 0.751201, 0.77081},
respectively with H∞(X|Y ) > 0∀ emitters and
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H∞(X|Y ) being maximum for P4. Since conditional min-
entropy acts as a metric for randomness, we can conclude
that all pillars generate random sequences with P4 having
a higher randomness per quantum bit.

3. Check for Background Noise

To comment on the emission properties from P4,
we consider the probability of detecting an uncorre-
lated background noise event. The background emis-
sion from the sample’s local environment, laser leakage,
dark counts and electrical jitter can all be considered as
background contributions leading to an increase in the
value of g(2)(0). Since these spurious, uncorrelated events
remain in the final raw bit sequence, we now under-
stand their contribution to the conditional min-entropy
H∞(X|Y ).

We introduce the parameter pe, representing the prob-
ability of detecting a background noise event. The con-
ditional min-entropy thus modifies to:

H∞(X|Y ) = − log2

(
pe + (1− pe)f(p)

)
(62)

where f(p) = max{p(A), 1− p(A), 2p(AB), 1− 2p(AB)}
where pe = 1 −

√
1− g(2)(0). since the fraction of

single photon events is
√

1− g(2)(0). Here we assume

that for P4 g(2)(0) > 0.5 is caused due to increased back-
ground (spurious) noise events. For P4, g

(2)(0) ≈ 0.8 and
pe = 0.2, i.e., H∞(X|Y ) → 0.1, which is small compared
to the other pillars. Therefore, if the increase in g(2)(0) is
due to background events, randomness per quantum bit
should decrease, contradictory to our experimental obser-
vations. For two emitters, all the events are from single

photon sources, thereby of a source of randomness. This
is why emission from P4 can generate random sequences.
Thus, as the two-emitter system shows a higher passing

proportion for the NIST subtests and the largest condi-
tional min-entropy compared to the single emitters, we
conclude that it can act as a reliable source of random
numbers.

IV. CONCLUSION

We experimentally show the superradiant behaviour
from two NV centers in a diamond nanopillar. We ob-
serve a g(2)(0) > 0.5 → 1 and drastic reductions in the
lifetimes of the excited and intermediate states of the sys-
tem, which are considered the signature of cooperative ef-
fects from a system of emitters. We also show the effect
of excitation power on the lifetimes of the various energy
levels of the emitters for a system of two emitters and a
single emitter. We solve the Lindblad master equation for
light interacting with a single emitter, two emitters with
and without dipole-dipole coupling at finite temperature,
in the superradiant regime, and derive the second-order
correlation function from the jump operators used to de-
scribe the Lindbladian. In the process, we also discover
that for the two emitter cases, the populations and co-
herence do not mix. Our theoretical analysis for a system
of NV centers interacting with an environment consisting
of the excitation pump and a phonon bath (also taking
into account that the experiment was conducted at room
temperature), supports our experimental results. Finally,
we show an application of our system of emitters in the
context of random number generation. The two-emitter
system showing superradiant behaviour can produce re-
liable random number sequences with a generation rate
of ∼200 kHz at low pump powers.
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Appendix A: Bath in thermal state

Let ρB =
∏

k,λ(1− e−βℏωk)e−βℏωkb
†
λbλ and N(ωk) =

1
eβℏωk−1

. Using the above expression for E⃗ in Eq. 21 we have:

γij(ω) =
∑
k,k′

∑
λ,λ′

√
2πωk

V

√
2πωk′

V
d⃗∗.e⃗λ(k⃗)d⃗.e⃗λ′(k⃗′)

∫ ∞

0

dteiωt
[
⟨bλ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩eik⃗.(r⃗i+r⃗j)e−iωkt − ⟨b†λ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩e−ik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)eiωkt

− ⟨bλ(k⃗)b†λ′(k⃗′)⟩eik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)e−iωkt + ⟨b†λ(k⃗)b
†
λ′(k⃗′)⟩e−ik⃗.(r⃗i+r⃗j)e

iωkt
]

(A1)

where,

⟨bλ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩ = ⟨b†λ(k⃗)b
†
λ′(k⃗′)⟩ = 0 (A2)

⟨b†λ(k⃗)bλ′(k⃗′)⟩ = δkk′δλλ′N(ω) (A3)

⟨bλ(k⃗)b†λ′(k⃗′)⟩ = δkk′δλλ′(1 +N(ω)) (A4)

Using this in Eq. A1 we get:

γij(ω) = −
∑
k,λ

2πωk

V
d⃗∗.e⃗λ(k⃗)d⃗.e⃗λ(k⃗)

∫ ∞

0

dt
[
N(ω)e−ik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)ei(ωk+ω)t + (1 +N(ω))eik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)e−i(ωk−ω)t

]
(A5)
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In the continuum limit of radiation modes, we have:

1

V

∑
k

→
∫

d3k

(2π)3
=

1

(2π)3

∫
k2dk

∫
dΩ =

1

(2π)3

∫
(ωk/c)

2d(ωk/c)

∫
dΩ =

1

(2πc)3

∫ ∞

0

dωkω
2
k

∫
dΩ (A6)

With this and using elλ(k⃗)e
m

λ(k⃗) = δlm − klkm

|k|2 , we write:

∑
k,λ

2πωk

V
d⃗∗.e⃗λ(k⃗)d⃗.e⃗λ(k⃗)e

ik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j) =
1

(2π)2c3

∫
dΩ

(
d⃗∗.d⃗− (k⃗.d⃗∗)(k⃗.d⃗)

k2

)
eik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j) =

4

(2π)c3
d2(j0(xij) + P2(cos θij)j2(xij))

=
∑
k,λ

2πωk

V
d⃗∗.e⃗λ(k⃗)d⃗.e⃗λ′(k⃗′)e−ik⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j) (A7)

where j0(x) = sin x
x , j2(x) = ( 3

x3 − 1
x ) sinx and P2(cos θ) = 1

2 (3 cos
2 θ − 1) where xij = ωk

c |ri − rj | and cos θij =
|d⃗.(r⃗i−r⃗j)|2
d2|r⃗i−r⃗j |2 . Let f(xij , θij) = j0(xij) + P2(cos θij)j2(xij).

Using the above,
∫∞
0

dse−ixs = πδ(x)− iP 1
x and

∫∞
0

dseixs = 3πδ(x)− iP 1
x where P is Cauchy principal value, in

Eq. A5 we have:

γij(ω) = − 2

3πc3
d2
[ ∫ ∞

0

dωkω
3
kf(xij , θij)

∫ ∞

0

dt
(
(1 +N(ωk))e

−i(ω−ωk)t +N(ωk)e
i(ω+ωk)t

)]
(A8)

= − 2

3πc3
d2
[
πω3

kf(xij , θij)[(1 +N(ωk))δ(ω − ωk) + 3N(ωk)δ(ω + ωk)]

− iP

∫ ∞

0

dωkω
3
kf(xij , θij)

(1 +N(ωk)

ω − ωk
+

N(ωk)

ω + ωk

)]
(A9)

Using N(−ω) = −(1 +N(ω)) we have:

γij(ω) = d2
[4ω3

3c3
f(

ω

c
|ri − rj |, θij)(1 +N(ω)) + iP

∫ ∞

0

dωkω
3
kf(xij , θij)

(1 +N(ωk)

ω − ωk
+

N(ωk)

ω + ωk

)]
(A10)

Appendix B: Bath in Coherent State

The sample is excited using a single-mode, coherent laser having a fixed wavelength (λα), mode (kα) and polarization

(e⃗λα) as the pump. Thus, we now consider ρB = |α⟩⟨α|kα,λα
. Then we write bλα(k⃗α) ≡ bα:

⟨bαbα⟩ = ⟨b†αb†α⟩ = 0 (B1)

⟨b†αbα⟩ = |α|2 (B2)

⟨bαb†α⟩ = (1 + |α|2) (B3)

We represent the pump laser used in the experiment as a single-mode electric field in a coherent state. For a single

mode electromagnetic field propagating along the z direction, the electric field is given by E⃗(r⃗i) =
√

2πℏωα

L3 e⃗λα(be
ik⃗αzi−

b†e−ik⃗αzi). Here L is the cavity length through which the field propagates. Using the above for Eq. A1 we have:

γij(ω) =
2πωα

L3
(d⃗∗.e⃗λα

)(d⃗.e⃗λα
)

∫ ∞

0

dt
[
⟨b†αbα⟩e−ikα.(zi−zj)ei(ωα+ω)t + ⟨bαb†α⟩eikα.(zi−zj)e−i(ωα−ω)t

]
=

2πωα

L3
(d⃗∗.e⃗λα)(d⃗.e⃗λα)

∫ ∞

0

dt
[
|α|2ei(ωα+ω)t + (1 + |α|2)e−i(ωα−ω)t

]
=

2πωα

L3
|dα|2

[
|α|2

∫ ∞

0

dtei(ωα+ω)t + (1 + |α|2)
∫ ∞

0

dte−i(ωα−ω)t
]

(B4)
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where we have used zi − zj = 0 as all emitters are in the same plane and |dα|2 is the dipole moment along the axis
of polarization of |α⟩⟨α|. Now using the relations

∫∞
0

dse−ixs = πδ(x)− iP 1
x and

∫∞
0

dseixs = 3πδ(x)− iP 1
x , we have

in Eq. B4:

γij(ω) =
2πωα

L3
|dα|2

[
|α|2(3πδ(ωα + ω)− iP

1

ωα + ω
) + (1 + |α|2)(πδ(ωα − ω)− iP

1

ωα − ω
)
]

=
2π2ω|dα|2

L3

(
1− 2|α|2

)
− i

2πωα

L3
|dα|2

(
|α|2P 1

ωα + ω
+ (1 + |α|2)P 1

ωα − ω

)
(B5)
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